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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1. Examiner notes that the reference labeled "C2" is not 
present in the case file. However, the reference is present in 
Applicant's co-pending application files. Accordingly, Examiner 
includes a copy of the reference with this action and has fully 
considered the reference. 

Specif lea tlon 

2. The disclosure is objected to because of the following 
informalities : 

The present amendments to the specification contain 
references to paragraph numbers (e.g., "Please replace paragraph 
[0006] with the following replacement paragraph:"). Though the 
present specification is formatted to show paragraph numbers, 
paragraph numbers are not yet considered an appropriate format 
to show where amendments are located in the specification. As 
such, Applicant needs to provide the appropriate page and line 
numbers where the sections of text to be replaced are located in 
the present specification. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments, see page 23, line 19 to page 24, 
line 5, filed 14 November 2005, with respect to the rejection 
under 35 USC §112, 2 nd paragraph have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. The with respect to the rejection under 35 USC 
§112, 2 nd paragraph listed in items 1-2 of the previous office 
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action, dated 05 August 2005 and mailed 12 August 2005, has been 
withdrawn. 

4. Applicant's arguments filed 14 November 2005 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Regarding page 24, line 7 to page 25, line 22: Applicant's 
arguments in this section are directed to the present amendments 
to the claims. The present amendments to the claims have been 
fully considered and are addressed in the prior art rejections 
below. The new grounds of rejection have been necessitated by 
the present amendments to the claims. 

Regarding page 26, line 17 to page 27, line 4: Applicant's 
arguments in this section are directed to the present amendments 
to the claims. The present amendments to the claims have been 
fully considered and are addressed in the prior art rejections 
below. The new grounds of rejection have been necessitated by 
the present amendments to the claims. 

Regarding page 28, lines 5-12: , By sending a query to the 
remote database (para. 44, lines 1-2 of Dygert) , wherein the 
query is then transferred to the front-end processor for the 
remote database (para. 44, lines 7-9 of Dygert), the front-end 
processor then formulates the query for the database based on 
the code used to send the original query (para. 44, lines 12-15 
of Dygert) . The functionality in the media source is controlled 
by the control of the queries produced by the front-end 
processor. Without the remotely sent query, the front-end 
processor does not produce its own query in response. Thus, 
control is exercised over that particular functionality. The 
front-end processor queries are part of the functionality in the 
media source. Applicant is respectfully reminded that, in the 
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course of patent examination, Examiner is required to give the 
broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims consistent with 
the specification (see MPEP §2111) . The term ''functionality in 
the media source" is not limited to adding or deleting data 
entries. Applicant is also respectfully reminded that, although 
the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, 
limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993) . 

5. Applicant's arguments, see page 27, lines 5-17, filed 14 
November 2005, with respect to the rejections of claims 13-14 
under 35 USC §103 (a) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new grounds of rejection 
is made in view of newly discovered prior art. 

6. Applicant's arguments, see page 27, line 18 to page 28, 
line 4, filed 14 November 2005, with respect to the rejection of 
claim 27 under 35 USC §103 (a) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground of rejection 
is made in view of newly discovered prior art. 

7. Applicant's arguments, see page 28, line 13 to page 29, 
line 2, filed 14 November 2005, with respect to the rejection of 
claim 31 under 35 USC §103 (a) have been fully considered and are 
persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. 
However, upon further consideration, a new ground (s) of 
rejection is made in view of newly discovered prior art. 
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8. Applicant's arguments, see page 29, line 3-9, filed 14 
November 2005, with respect to the rejection of claim 36 under 
35 USC §103 (a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. 
Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon 
further consideration, a new ground (s) of rejection is made in 
view of newly discovered prior art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 
U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly 
pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the 
applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 41-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 41 recites "being capable of receiving and printing 
standard document formats". How is a method capable of 
receiving and printing standard document formats? What steps 
are taken to provide the capability of receiving and printing 
standard document formats? The limitation "being capable of 
receiving and printing standard document formats" is not a 
positive step limitation of a method, but is merely the 
recitation of a particular state. Thus, claim 41 fails to 
particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which Applicant regards as the invention. 

11. Claims 50-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point 
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out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 50 recites the limitation "the interface" in line 4. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in 
the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains.' 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

13. Claims 1-3, 16, 21, 24, 25, 41, 42 and 47 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US 
Patent 5,633,723) in view of Constantin (US Patent Application 
Publication 2003/0002068 Al) . 

Regarding claims 1 and 41: Sugiyama discloses a system 
(figure 1 of Sugiyama) for printing (column 6, lines 19-26 of 
Sugiyama) time-based media data from a media source (column 3, 
lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) , the system comprising an interface 
(figure 1(11) of Sugiyama) for receiving the time-based media 
from a media source (column 3, lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) ; a 
multimedia processing system (figure 1(12-16,26,28-29) of 
Sugiyama) coupled to the interface to receive the time-based 
media (as clearly shown in figure 1 of Sugiyama) , the multimedia 
processing system determining (column 3, lines 57-63 of 
Sugiyama) an electronic representation of the time-based media 
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(figure 4 and column 4, lines 25-31 of Sugiyama) ; and a first 
output device (figure 1(18-20) of Sugiyama) in communication 
with the multimedia processing system to receive the electronic 
representation (as clearly shown in figure 1 of Sugiyama) , the 
first output device producing a corresponding electronic output 
from the electronic representation of the time-based media 

(figure 4 and column 4, lines 30-35 of Sugiyama). The 
multimedia processing system corresponds to the system shown in 
figure 1 of Sugiyama that performs the actual processing of the 
time-based media data. This excludes portions such as the video 
data interface (figure 1(11) of Sugiyama), the user interface 

(figure 1(21-25) of Sugiyama), the output printing system 

(figure 1(30-33) of Sugiyama), and the output display system 

(figure 1(18-20) of Sugiyama). 

Sugiyama does not disclose expressly a printing sub-system 
for receiving and printing standard document formats, wherein 
said interface is physically coupled to said printing sub- 
system. 

Constantin discloses a printing sub-system for receiving 
and printing standard document formats (para. 26, lines 3-26 of 
Constantin) , wherein said printing sub-system is physically 
coupled to an interface (para. 26, lines 14-20 of Constantin) . 
Requiring that the document be scanned into computer and/or 
transmitted electronically to a web, email or network address 
(para. 26, lines 14-20 of Constantin) inherently requires that 
said printing sub-system be physically coupled to some sort of 
interface. Otherwise, there is no means by which the data can 
be transmitted. 

Sugiyama and Constantin are combinable because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, namely the control, processing 
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and output of digital multi-media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include an input from the printing sub- 
system taught by Constantin into the interface taught by 
Sugiyama. The interface taught by Sugiyama inputs a general 
video signal. The input that would be received from the 
printing sub-system of Constantin is simply a type of video 
signal to be input into said interface. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to be able to automatically control the 
routing and processing of documents that are converted into 
digital format (para. 9, lines 1-8 of Constantin), which is 
clearly advantageous over having to manually control the digital 
data input. A further suggestion for combining would have been 
that the interface of Sugiyama requires a video signal input in 
order to have data upon which to operate. The printing sub- 
system of Constantin simply provides the required video signal. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Constantin with 
Sugiyama to obtain the invention as specified in claims 1 and 
41. 

Further regarding claim 41: The system of claim 1 performs 
the method of claim 41. 

Regarding claim 2: Sugiyama discloses that the multimedia 
processing system further determines a printed representation of 
the time-based media data (column 4, lines 35-42 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 3: Sugiyama discloses a second output 
device (figure 1(31-33) of Sugiyama) in communication with the 
multimedia processing system to receive the printed represen- 
tation (as clearly shown in figure 1 of Sugiyama) , the second 
output device producing a corresponding printed output from the 
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representation of the time-based media (column 4, lines 35-42 of 
Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 16: Sugiyama discloses that the interface 
comprises a video port (figure 1 ("Video Signal") and column 3, 
lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claims 21 and 47: Sugiyama discloses that the 
media source comprises a video camcorder (column 3, lines 12-15 
of Sugiyama) . 

Regarding claim 24: Sugiyama discloses that said multi- 
media processing system comprises a video stream processor 
(figure 1(15) and column 3, lines 26-32 of Sugiyama). 

Regarding claim 25: Sugiyama discloses that the multimedia 
processing system comprises a video key frames extractor (figure 
1(12) and column 3, lines 20-29 of Sugiyama). 

Regarding claim 42: Sugiyama discloses determining a 
printed representation of the time-based media (column 4, lines 
35-42 of Sugiyama) ; and generating a corresponding printed 
output from the printed representation of the time-based media 
(column 4, lines 35-42 of Sugiyama) . 

14. Claims 4-6, 43 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in 
view of Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 
2003/0002068 Al ) and Wendelken (US Patent 6,193,658 Bl). 

Regarding claim 4: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does not 
disclose expressly that the printed output is generated on a 
video paper. 

Wendelken discloses generating a printed output on video 
paper (column 6, lines 32-34 of Wendelken) . 
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Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Wendelken 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to specifically use video 
paper for the output print, as taught by Wendelken. The 
motivation for doing so would have been that video paper is one 
of several useful means for generating a permanent record of 
video image data (column 6, lines 32-34 of Wendelken) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Wendelken with 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 4. 

Regarding claims 5 and 43: Sugiyama in view of Constantin 
does not disclose expressly that the electronic output is stored 
on a media recorder. 

Wendelken discloses storing an electronic output on a media 
recorder (column 6, lines 32-34 of Wendelken) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Wendelken 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to store the electronic 
output on a media recorder, as taught by Wendelken. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to be able to keep a 
permanent record of the video image data (column 6, lines 32-34 
of Wendelken) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Wendelken with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 5 and 43. 
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Regarding claims 6 and 44: Sugiyama in view of Constantin 
does not disclose expressly that the electronic output is stored 
on a removable storage device. 

Wendelken discloses storing an electronic output on a 
removable storage device (column 6, lines 32-34 of Wendelken) . 
Video tapes and optical discs are clearly removable storage 
devices . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Wendelken 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to store the electronic 
output on a removable storage device, as taught by Wendelken. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to be able to keep a 
permanent record of the video image data (column 6, lines 32-34 
of Wendelken) . Further, as is well-known in the art, using a 
removable storage device allows a user to switch recording 
devices, thus increasing the overall amount of data that can be 
stored and archived. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Wendelken with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain 
the invention as specified in claims 6 and 44. 

15. Claims 7 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view 
of Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 
Al), Wendelken (US Patent 6,193,658 Bl), Hymel (US Patent 
Application Publication 2003/0220988 Al) and Shieh (US Patent 
Application Publication 2002/0185533 Al) . 

Further regarding claims 7 and 45: Wendelken discloses 
that said removable storage device (taught by Wendelken in the 
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arguments regarding claims 6 and 44 above) is selected from one 
of a video tape and an optical disc (column 6, lines 32-34 of 
Wendelken) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Wendelken does not 
disclose expressly that the optical disc can specifically be 
either a DVD or a CD-ROM. Thus, Wendelken does not disclose 
expressly that the group from which said removable storage 
device is selected consists of not only a video tape, but also a 
DVD, a CD-ROM, an audio cassette tape, a flash card, a memory 
stick, and a computer disk. 

Hymel discloses a removable storage device selected from 
among a video tape (as is well-known in the art, a digital 
camcorder uses a digital video (DV) cassette tape) (para. 10, 
lines 14-15 and line 20 of Hymel), a DVD (para. 10, lines 14-15 
and lines 20-21 of Hymel), a CD-ROM (para. 10, lines 14-15 and 
lines 19-20 of Hymel), an audio cassette tape (audio cassette 
tape reader is a type of audio player, MP3 player is merely an 
example) (para. 10, lines 14-15 and line 19 of Hymel), and a 
computer disk (para. 19, lines 8-9 of Hymel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Wendelken is combinable 
with Hymel because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely the control of data storage and output. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to have available for selection a 
video cassette tape, a DVD, a CD-ROM, an audio cassette tape, 
and a computer disk. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to allow a user to connect a variety of different types of 
peripheral devices to an overall system, thus allowing the user 
to perform a variety of functions (para. 2, lines 1-6 of Hymel) . 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hymel with 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Wendelken. 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin, Wendelken and Hymel does 
not disclose expressly that said group consists not only of a 
DVD, a CD-ROM, an audio cassette tape, a video tape, and a 
computer disk, but also a flash card and a memory stick. 

Shieh discloses removable storage devices including a flash 
card (para. 18, lines 1-5 of Shieh) and a memory stick (para. 
18, lines 9-10 of Shieh) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin, Wendelken and Hymel is 
combinable with Shieh because they are from similar problem 
solving areas, namely the control of data storage and output. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to have available for 
selection a flash card and a memory stick, as taught by Shieh. 
The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the user to 
output data to one of a plurality of different output devices, 
depending upon user need and desire (para. 18, lines 3-10 of 
Shieh) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Shieh 
with Sugiyama in view of Constantin, Wendelken and Hymel to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 7 and 45. 

16. Claims 8 and 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view 
of Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 
Al) and Chino (US Patent 6,118,888). 

Regarding claim 8: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does not 
disclose expressly that the interface comprises an ultrasonic 
pen capture device. 
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Chino discloses an ultrasonic pen capture device (figure 3 
(102i) and column 7, lines 14-16 of Chino) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Chino 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to capture input data using 
an ultrasonic pen capture device, as taught by Chino. The 
suggestion for doing so would have been that an electronic pen 
is simply another useful output device that provides digital 
data a user may wish to obtain (figure 3 and column 6, lines 66- 
67 of Chino) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Chino with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 8. 

Regarding claim 38: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that said multi-media processing system 
comprises an image detection system. 

Chino discloses an image detection system (figure 1(101) 
and column 6, lines 36-40 of Chino) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Chino 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the image 
detection system taught by Chino as part of the overall multi- 
media processing system. The motivation for doing so would have 
been that detecting an image, in this case specific types of 
gazes, provides useful user input (column 6, lines 36-40 of 
Chino) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Chino 
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with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 38, 

Regarding claim 39: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that said multi-media processing system 
comprises a face recognition system, 

Chino discloses a face recognition system (figure 20(406) 
and column 24, lines 25-27 of Chino) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Chino 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the face 
recognition system taught by Chino as part of the overall multi- 
media processing system. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to determine which particular user corresponds to the 
current user by recognition of the current user's face (column 
26, lines 20-22 of Chino) . Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Chino with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 39. 

Regarding claim 40: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that said multi-media processing system 
comprises a speech recognition system. 

Chino discloses a speech recognition system (column 29, 
lines 45-47 of Chino) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Chino 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the speech 
recognition system taught by Chino as part of the overall multi- 
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media processing system. The motivation for doing so would have 
been that human speech is a useful and natural form of user 
input (column 1, lines 15-18 of Chino) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Chino with Sugiyama in view of 
Constantin to obtain the invention as specified in claim 40. 

17. Claims 9, 11, 12 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in 
view of Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 
2003/0002068 Al ) and Shieh (US Patent Application Publication 
2002/0185533 Al ) . 

Regarding claim 9: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does not 
disclose expressly that said interface comprises a parallel 
port . 

Shieh discloses as part of the background an input 
interface that comprises a parallel port (para. 5, lines 7-8 of 
Shieh) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Shieh 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the 
control of data storage and output. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a parallel port for inputting the video 
data at said interface. The motivation for doing so would have 
been that parallel ports are compatible with flash card readers 
and the older 12 Mbit/sec computer equipment (para. 5, lines 1-9 
of Shieh) . Thus, using a parallel port is useful if older video 
and/or computer equipment is being used. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Shieh with Sugiyama in view of 
Constantin to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 
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Regarding claims 11-12: Sugiyama in view of Constantin 
does not disclose expressly that said interface comprises a 
serial interface, wherein said serial interface is an USB 
interface . 

Shieh discloses an interface comprising a serial interface, 
wherein said serial interface is an USB interface (figure 2 and 
para. 17, lines 12-15 of Shieh) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Shieh 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the 
control of data storage and output. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a USB interface for inputting the video 
data at said interface. The motivation for doing so would have 
been to provide an increased data transfer rate, as compared 
with the older types of data transfer ports (para. 5, lines 7-12 
of Shieh) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Shieh with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 11-12. 

Regarding claim 18: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that said interface comprises a removable 
storage reader. 

Shieh discloses an interface comprising a removable storage 
reader (para. 17, lines 1-3 of Shieh) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Shieh 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the 
control of data storage and output. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a removable storage reader as part of 
the interface, as taught by Shieh. The suggestion for doing so 
would have been that flash memory is applicable to various 
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digital products (para. 5, lines 12-14 of Shieh) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Shieh with Sugiyama in view 
of Constantin in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 18. 

18. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 Al) 
and Stevens (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0010641 Al ) . 

Regarding claim 10: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that said interface comprises a wireless 
communication interface. 

Stevens discloses an video data interface comprising a 
wireless communication interface (figure 3(110) and para. 36, 
lines 1-8 of Stevens) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Stevens 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to use a wireless communi- 
cation interface as said interface, as taught by Stevens. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to allow users to 
retrieve desired distributions of audio and video data over a 
controlled broadcast (para. 4, lines 1-5 of Stevens). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Stevens with 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 10. 

19. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
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Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 Al) 
and Leman (US Patent 5,436,792). 

Regarding claims 13-14: Sugiyama in view of Constantin 
does not disclose expressly that said interface comprises a 
docking station that is built into the system. 

Leman discloses a docking station (column 3, lines 31-38 of 
Leman) that is built into the system (column 5, lines 53-61 of 
Leman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Leman 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the 
control of digital data output and flow. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use a docking station built into the system, 
as taught by Leman, as part of the interface taught by Sugiyama. 
The motivation for doing so would have been that a docking 
station provides ease of connection and disconnection with 
external devices and peripherals (column 2, lines 6-11 of 
Leman) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Leman 
with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 13-14. 

20. Claims 15, 20, 22, 46 and 48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) 
in view of Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 
2003/0002068 Al ) and Hymel (US Patent Application Publication 
2003/0220988 Al) . 

Regarding claim 15: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that said interface comprises an optical 
port . 
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Hymel discloses an interface that comprises an optical 
(infrared) port (para. 10, lines 13-14 of Hymel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Hymel 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to use an optical port as 
part of said interface. The suggestion for doing so would have 
been that an optical port is one of many types of useful data 
ports for transferring digital data (para. 10, lines 3-14 of 
Hymel) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hymel 
with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 15. 

Regarding claims 20 and 46: Sugiyama in view of Constantin 
does not disclose expressly that said media source comprises a 
cellular phone. 

Hymel discloses a media source comprising a cellular phone 
(para. 10, lines 3-5 and lines 14-15 of Hymel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Hymel 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to use a cellular phone as 
the media source. The suggestion for doing so would have been 
that a cellular phone is one of many types of useful media data 
input devices that can be used (para. 10, lines 14-22 of Hymel) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hymel with 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 20 and 46. 
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Regarding claims 22 and 48: Sugiyama in view of Constantin 
does not disclose expressly that the media source comprises a 
digital audio recorder. 

Hymel discloses a media source comprising a digital audio 
recorder (para. 10, lines 14-15 and line 19 of Hymel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Hymel 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include a digital audio 
recorder as the media source. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to allow a user to connect another one of a variety of 
different types of peripheral devices, thus allowing the user to 
perform one more of a variety of functions (para. 2, lines 1-6 
of Hymel) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Hymel with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the 
invention as specified in claims 22 and 48. 

21. Claims 17, 28-30 and 33-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) 
in view of Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 
2003/0002068 Al) and Dygert (US Patent Application Publication 
2002/0048224 Al) . 

Regarding claim 17: Sugiyama discloses that the interface 
comprises a port for connecting to the peripheral device, the 
port selected from a group including composite video (luminance 
and chrominance signals) (column 3, lines 16-20 of Sugiyama) and 
component video (NTSC) (column 3, lines 12-14 of Sugiyama) . 
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Sugiyama in view of Constantin does not disclose expressly 
that said group consists of not only composite video and 
component video, but also of SCSI, IDE, RJ11 and S-video. 

Dygert discloses a port for connecting a peripheral device 
selected from one of SCSI (para. 50, lines 1-5 of Dygert), IDE 
(para. 50, lines 1-5 of Dygert), RJ11 (para. 27, lines 6-9 of 
Dygert) and S-video (para. 50, lines 9-15 of Dygert) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Dygert 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to be able to further select 
between SCSI, IDE, RJ11 and S-video ports. The suggestion for 
doing so would have been that said ports are among some of the 
many available types of ports for transferring time-based media 
data (para. 27, lines 3-9 and para. 50, lines 1-6 of Dygert). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Dygert with 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as' 
specified in claim 17. 

Regarding claims 28-29: Sugiyama in view of Constantin 
does not disclose expressly that said multimedia processing 
system is configured to communicate with the media source. 

Dygert discloses a multimedia processing system (figure 1 
(10) of Dygert) that communicates with a media source (figure 1 
(13); and para. 44, lines 1-2, lines 7-9 and lines 12-15 of 
Dygert), thus controlling the functionality of said media source 
(para. 44, lines 1-2, lines 7-9 and lines 12-15 of Dygert) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Dygert 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
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the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to have the multimedia 
processing system communicatively interact with the media 
source, as taught by Dygert. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to be able to access a large, remote recording 
database (para. 11, lines 1-4 of Dygert) instead of having to 
store the entire digital media collection locally. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine Dygert with Sugiyama in 
view of Constantin to obtain the invention as specified in 
claims 28-29. 

Regarding claim 30: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that the multimedia processing system 
resides at least in part on the media source. 

Dygert discloses performing multimedia processing 
operations on the media source (para. 44, lines 7-9 and lines 
12-15 of Dygert) . Thus, the multimedia processing system 
resides at least in part on the media source. 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Dygert 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to operate the multimedia 
processing system at least partly on the media source, as taught 
by Dygert. The motivation for doing so would have been to be 
able to access a large, remote recording database (para. 11, 
lines 1-4 of Dygert) instead of having to store the entire 
digital media collection locally. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Dygert with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 30. 
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Regarding claim 33: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that the interface comprises a database 
server . 

Dygert discloses an interface (figure 1(28) of Dygert) 
comprising a database server (figure 1(13) and para. 27, lines 
9-16 of Dygert) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Dygert 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include a database server 
as part of said interface, as taught by Dygert. The motivation 
for doing so would have been to be able to access a large, 
remote recording database (para. 11, lines 1-4 of Dygert) 
instead of having to store the entire digital media collection 
locally. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
Dygert with Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 33. 

Further regarding claim 34 : Dygert discloses that said 
database server comprises a music catalog (figure 5 and para. 
22, lines 1-4 of Dygert) . 

Further regarding claim 35: Dygert discloses that said 
database server comprises a video database (para. 22, lines 1-4 
of Dygert) . 

22. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 Al), 
Shieh (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0185533 Al), Hymel 
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(US Patent Application Publication 2003/0220988 Al), and Gerber 
(US Patent 5, 568, 406) . 

Further regarding claim 19: Shieh discloses that the 
removable storage reader comprises a media reader selected from 
a group, wherein two of said group is a flash card reader (para. 
16, lines 1-3 of Shieh) and a memory stick reader (para. 18, 
lines 9-10 of Shieh) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Shieh does not disclose 
expressly that said group consists of not only a flash card 
reader, and a memory stick reader, but also a DVD reader, a CD 
reader, a computer disk reader, and an SD reader. 

Hymel discloses a removable storage reader selected from 
among a DVD reader (para. 10, lines 14-15 and lines 20-21 of 
Hymel), a CD reader (para. 10, lines 14-15 and lines 19-20 of 
Hymel), and a computer disk reader (para. 19, lines 8-9 of 
Hymel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Shieh is combinable with 
Hymel because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely the control of data storage and output. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to have available for selection a DVD 
reader, a CD reader, and a computer disk reader, as taught by 
Hymel. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow a 
user to connect a variety of different types of peripheral 
devices to an overall system, thus allowing the user to perform 
a variety of functions (para. 2, lines 1-6 of Hymel) . 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hymel with 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Shieh. 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin, Shieh and Hymel does not 
disclose expressly that said group consists not only of a DVD 
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reader, a flash card reader, a memory stick reader, a CD reader, 
and a computer disk reader, but also of an SD reader, 

Gerber discloses storing digital data on an SD disk (column 
10, lines 28-34 of Gerber) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin, Shieh and Hymel is 
combinable with Gerber because they are from similar problem 
solving areas, namely the control of data storage and output. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to have available for 
selection an SD disk. The motivation for doing so would have 
been that an SD disk is useful for backing up large amounts of 
digital data (column 10, lines 23-34 of Gerber) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Gerber with Sugiyama in view 
of Constantin, Shieh and Hymel to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 19. 

23. Claims 23 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view 
of Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 
Al), Shieh (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0185533 Al), 
Hymel (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0220988 Al) and 
Heilweil (US Patent 4,881,135). 

Regarding claims 23 and 49: Sugiyama discloses that the 
media source comprises a media input selected from a group of a 
video cassette tape reader (column 3, lines 12-15 of Sugiyama) , 
and a video capture device (column 3, lines 12-15 of Sugiyama) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin does not disclose expressly 
that said group consists not only of a video cassette tape 
reader and a video capture device, but also of a DVD reader, a 
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CD reader, an audio cassette tape reader, a flash card reader, a 
digital video recorder, and a meeting recorder, 

Shieh discloses inputting digital media using a flash card 
reader (para. 16, lines 1-3 of Shieh) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Shieh 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the 
control and storage of digital media data. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to have available for selection a flash card 
reader, as taught by Shieh. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to allow the user to input data to one of a plurality 
of different input devices, depending upon user need and desire 
(para. 18, lines 3-10 of Shieh) . Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Shieh with Sugiyama in view of Constantin. 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Shieh does not disclose 
expressly that said group consists not only of a video cassette 
tape reader, a video capture device, and a flash card reader, 
but also of a DVD reader, a CD reader, an audio cassette tape 
reader, a digital video recorder, and a meeting recorder. 

Hymel discloses a media input device selected from among a 
DVD reader (para. 10, lines 14-15 and lines 20-21 of Hymel), a 
CD reader (para. 10, lines 14-15 and lines 19-20 of Hymel), an 
audio cassette tape reader (audio cassette tape reader is a type 
of audio player, MP3 player is merely an example) (para. 10, 
lines 14-15 and line 19 of Hymel), 'and a digital video recorder 
(para. 10, lines 14-15 and line 20 of Hymel) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Shieh is combinable with 
Hymel because they are from similar problem solving areas, 
namely the control of data storage and output. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
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ordinary skill in the art to have available for selection a DVD 
reader, a CD reader, an audio cassette tape reader, and a 
digital video recorder, as taught by Hymel. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to allow a user to connect a variety of 
different types of peripheral devices to an overall system, thus 
allowing the user to perform a variety of functions (para. 2, 
lines 1-6 of Hymel) . Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Hymel with Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Shieh. 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin, Shieh and Hymel does not 
disclose expressly that said group consists not only of a DVD 
reader, a CD reader, an audio cassette tape reader, a video 
cassette tape reader, a video capture device, a flash card 
reader, and a digital video recorder, but also of a meeting 
recorder . 

Heilweil discloses media input using a meeting recorder 
(figure 2 and column 3, lines 48-51 of Heilweil) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin, Shieh and Hymel is 
combinable with Heilweil because they are from similar problem 
solving areas, namely the control of data storage and output. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to have available for 
selection the meeting recorder taught by Heilweil. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to provide audio-visual 
data regarding a conference or a meeting in a concealed or 
discreet manner (column 2, lines 33-40 of Heilweil) . Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine Heilweil with Sugiyama in 
view of Constantin, Shieh and Hymel to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 23 and 49. 



Application/Control 
Art Unit: 2624 



Number : 



10/814, 932 



Page 29 



24. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 Al) 
and Ohnishi (US Patent 4,807,186). 

Regarding claim 26: Sugiyama discloses that the multimedia 
processing system generates digital printed data (column 4, 
lines 35-42 of Sugiyama) corresponding to a video segment in the 
video stream (column 3, lines 26-32 of Sugiyama) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin does not disclose expressly 
that said digital printed data is specifically a bar code. 

Ohnishi discloses printing digital data as a bar code 
(column 2, lines 56-60 of Ohnishi) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Ohnishi 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the 
control, storage and output of digital media data. At the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to print a video segment in the video 
stream, as taught by Sugiyama, as a bar code, as taught by 
Ohnishi. The suggestion for doing so would have been that a bar 
code is one of the convenient means by which digital data is 
stored and later read (column 2, lines 56-62 of Ohnishi). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Ohnishi with 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 26. 

25. Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 Al) 
and Huberman (US Patent 6,115,718). 
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Regarding claim 27: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that the multi-media processing system is 
configured to generate a web page representation of the multi- 
media. 

Huberman discloses generating a web page representation of 
multi-media data (column 3, lines 30-38 of Huberman) . For a web 
page to exist with multi-media data (column 3, lines 30-38 of 
Huberman), it is inherent that said web page is generated. 
Otherwise, said web page would not exist. 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Huberman 
because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely the 
control, storage and output of digital media data. At the time 
of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to generate a web page representation 
of the multi-media, as taught by Huberman. The suggestion for 
doing so would have been that storing data on the world wide web 
allows a company, educational institution, or other entity to 
publicly store and allow others to access digital data. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Huberman with 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 27. 

26. Claims 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 Al ) 
and Schroath (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0169849 
Al) 

Regarding claim 31: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that the multi-media processing system is 
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configured to automatically detect a communicative coupling of 
the media source. 

Schroath discloses automatically detecting a communicative 
coupling of a media source (para. 38, lines 14-18 of Schroath) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin are combinable because they 
are from the same field of endeavor, namely the control, storage 
and output of digital media data. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to configure the multi-media processing system taught by 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin to automatically detect a 
communicative coupling of the media source, as taught by 
Schroath. The motivation for doing so would have been that, by 
using an automatic detection, digital data can be downloaded 
without querying the user (para. 38, lines 14-18 of Schroath), 
thus providing greater convenience for the user and faster 
downloads for required digital data. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Schroath with Sugiyama in view of 
Constantin to obtain the invention as specified in claim 31. 

Regarding claim 32: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that the multi-media processing system is 
configured to automatically download multi-media data from the 
media source. 

Schroath discloses automatically downloading digital data 
from a media source (para. 38, lines 14-18 of Schroath) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin are combinable because they 
are from the same field of endeavor, namely the control, storage 
and output of digital media data. At the time of the invention, 
it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to configure the multi-media processing system taught by 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin to automatically download digital 
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data from a media source, as taught by Schroath, wherein said 
digital data is the multi-media data taught by Sugiyama in view 
of Constantin. The motivation for doing so would have been that 
automatically downloading digital data without querying the user 
(para, 38, lines 14-18 of Schroath) provides greater convenience 
for the user and faster downloads for required digital data. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Schroath with 
Sugiyama in view of Constantin to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 32. 

27. Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 Al) , 
Dygert (US Patent Application Publication 2002/0048224 Al) , and 
Huberman (US Patent 6,115,718). 

Regarding claim 36: Sugiyama in view of Constantin and 
Dygert does not disclose expressly that the database server 
comprises a web search engine. 

Huberman discloses searching with a web search engine 
(column 8, lines 44-49 of Huberman) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Dygert is combinable 
with Huberman because they are from similar problem solving 
areas, namely the control, storage and output of digital media 
data. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to include a web search 
engine as part of the database, as taught by Huberman. The 
motivation for doing so would have been that a web search engine 
can lead a user to an appropriate web page containing the data 
desired. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine 
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Huberman with Sugiyama in view of Constantin and Dygert to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 36, 

28. Claim 37 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Constantin (US Patent Application Publication 2003/0002068 Al) 
and Klatt (US Patent 4,754,485). 

Regarding claim 37: Sugiyama in view of Constantin does 
not disclose expressly that said multi-media processing system 
comprises a text-to-speech system. 

Klatt discloses a text to speech system (figure 1 and 
column 3, lines 47-52 of Klatt) . 

Sugiyama in view of Constantin is combinable with Klatt 
because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely the 
control, processing and output of digital multi-media data. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to include the text-to- 
speech system taught by Klatt as part of said multi-media 
processing system. The motivation for doing so would have been 
to provide phonetic output for ASCII-based media input (column 
1, line 67 to column 2, line 1 of Klatt) . Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to combine Klatt with Sugiyama to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 37. 

29. Claims 50-51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sugiyama (US Patent 5,633,723) in view of 
Leman (US Patent 5,436,792) and Schroath (US Patent Application 
Publication 2002/0169849 Al). 

Regarding claim 50: Sugiyama discloses a system (figure 1 
of Sugiyama) for printing (column 6, lines 19-26 of Sugiyama) 
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time-based media (column 3, lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) , the system 
comprising an interface (figure 1 (11) of Sugiyama) for 
receiving the time-based media data from a media source (column 
3, lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) , the interface configured to 
physically couple with the media source (column 3, lines 11-17 
of Sugiyama); a multimedia processing system (figure 1(12- 
16,26,28-29) of Sugiyama) coupled to the interface to receive 
the time-based media (as clearly shown in figure 1 of Sugiyama) , 
the multimedia processing system configured to communicate with 
the media source (column 3, lines 12-17 of Sugiyama) , and to 
determine (column 3, lines 57-63 of Sugiyama) an electronic 
representation of the time-based media (figure 4 and column 4, 
lines 25-31 of Sugiyama); and a first output device (figure 1 
(18-20) of Sugiyama) in communication with the multimedia 
processing system to receive the electronic representation (as 
clearly shown in figure 1 of Sugiyama) , the first output device 
producing a corresponding electronic output from the electronic 
representation of the time-based media (figure 4 and column 4, 
lines 30-35 of Sugiyama) . The multimedia processing system 
corresponds to the system shown in figure 1 of Sugiyama that 
performs the actual processing of the time-based media data. 
This excludes portions such as the video data interface (figure 
1(11) of Sugiyama), the user interface (figure 1(21-25) of 
Sugiyama), the output printing system (figure 1(30-33) of 
Sugiyama), and the output display system (figure 1(18-20) of 
Sugiyama) . 

Sugiyama does not disclose expressly that said interface is 
specifically a docking station; and that said multi-media 
processing system is configured to automatically detect a 
communicative coupling of the media source. 
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Leman discloses a docking station (column 3, lines 31-38 of 
Leman) that is used to interface with digital computer inputs 
(column 3, lines 39-48 of Leman) . 

Sugiyama and Leman are combinable because they are from 
similar problem solving areas, namely the control of digital 
data output and flow. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
use a docking station built into the system, as taught by Leman, 
as the interface taught by Sugiyama, The motivation for doing 
so would have been that a docking station provides ease of 
connection and disconnection with external devices and 
peripherals (column 2, lines 6-11 of Leman) . Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Leman with Sugiyama. 

Sugiyama in view of Leman does not disclose expressly that 
said multi-media processing system is configured to 
automatically detect a communicative coupling of the media 
source . 

Schroath discloses automatically detecting a communicative 
coupling of a media source (para. 38, lines 14-18 of Schroath) . 

Sugiyama in view of Leman are combinable because they are 
from the same field of endeavor, namely the control, storage and 
output of digital media data. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
to configure the multi-media processing system taught by 
Sugiyama in view of Leman to automatically detect a 
communicative coupling of the media source, as taught by 
Schroath. The motivation for doing so would have been that, by 
using an automatic detection, digital data can be downloaded 
without querying the user (para. 38, lines 14-18 of Schroath), 
thus providing greater convenience for the user and faster 
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downloads for required digital data. Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to combine Schroath with Sugiyama in view of Leman 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 50. 

Further regarding claim 51: Leman discloses that said 
docking station is built into the system (column 5, lines 53-61 
of Leman) . 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to James A. 
Thompson whose telephone number is 571-272-7441. The examiner 
can normally be reached on 8 : 30AM-5 : 00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, David K. Moore can be 
reached on 571-272-7437. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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